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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-5 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 , 2, and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Burns et al. (US 5995518) in view of Hakenberg et al. (US 2004/025184), and 
further in view of Krishnamurthy et al. (US 6665872), and further in view of Loveman et 
al. (US 2003/0088877). 

Claim 1, Burns teaches a method associated with minimizing random-access 
latency to a compressed source video data stream which is characterized with one 
access latency and one spatial resolution, said method comprising: 

• engaging such a source video data stream (column 4, line 60-column 5, line 5, column 5, lines 39- 
41), and 

• deriving from that engaged data stream, two downstream-deliverable video data streams that are 
characterized by differing, respective access latencies and resolutions (bandwidths), one of which 
downstream-deliverable video data streams is characterized, relatively speaking, by a low access 
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latency and a low resolution (low bandwidth), and the other of which is characterized, in comparison, 
by a higher access latency and a higher resolution (high bandwidth). Higher bandwidth channels are 
used for higher resolution objects (column 2, lines 9-21, column 5, lines 44-61). 
Burns is silent regarding a method comprising: 

• wherein, relatively speaking, said low access latency is associated with more closely spaced l-frames 
in said one downstream-deliverable video data stream in comparison to more widely separated I- 
frames in said other downstream-deliverable video data stream; and 

• transmitting said two, downstream-deliverable video data streams using a first communication 
channel, wherein said transmitting comprises multiplexing said two, downstream-deliverable video 
data streams. 

Burns is also silent regarding the specific feature of disclosing streams with 
differing spatial resolutions. 

Hakenberg et al. teaches a method comprising: 

• wherein, relatively speaking, said low access latency (low channel delay) is associated with more 
closely spaced l-frames (only I frames, i.e. no space) in said one downstream-deliverable video data 
stream in comparison to more widely separated l-frames (when p and b-frames are also received) in 
said other downstream-deliverable video data stream (paragraphs [001 1]-[0012]); and 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided transmission of only l-frames as taught 
by Hakenberg to the system of Burns to keep the latency to a reasonable (low) range 
(paragraph [0011]). 

Krishnamurthy teaches a method comprising: 

• transmitting said two, downstream-deliverable video data streams using a first communication 
channel, wherein said transmitting comprises multiplexing said two, downstream-deliverable video 
data streams (col. 4, lines 20-24). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided a single shared communication channel 
with traffic control as taught by Krishnamurthy to the system of Burns, Hakenberg to 
control transmission of the shared communication channel when multiple compressed 
video stream are generated by a plurality of video applications. This enables bandwidth 
and latency utilization and optimization (col. 2, line 66-col. 3, line 45). 

Loveman teaches the specific feature of disclosing streams with differing spatial 
resolutions (paragraph [0038]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided differing spatial resolution as taught by 
Loveman to the system of Burns, Hakenberg, Krishnamurthy to provide compressed 
version of the data (paragraph [0013]). 

Claim 2, Burns teaches the method wherein the two downstream-deliverable 
data streams are time-synchronized (column 4, lines 39-41). 

Claim 4 is analyzed as an apparatus of claim 1 . 

4. Claims 3 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Burns et al. (US 5995518) in view of Hakenberg et al. (US 2004/025184), and further in 
view of Loveman et al. (US 2003/0088877), and further in view of Lin et al. (US 
2002/0095681). 
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Claim 3, note the discussion of claim 1 above. 

Burns teaches a two-video-data-stream characterized prior-derived video data 
(column 2, lines 5-21). 

Burns is silent regarding where such access latencies are differentiated by 
different time spacings that exist between designated video marker frames placed in 
the data streams, with larger spacings between such marker frames relating to larger 
access latencies, and with smaller such spacings between l-frames relating to smaller 
access latencies, said method comprising: 

• seeking access to the received, two-video-data-stream characterized video data, 

• in relation to said seeking, monitoring the two, associated video data streams to detect the first 
occurrence in either stream of a an l-frame, 

• on detecting such an occurrence, selecting the associated data stream to be the source for a 
viewable output stream, and 

• (a) if the first detected occurrence involves a l-frame in the mentioned other video data stream, 
ending the monitoring and selecting process, but 

• (b) if the first detected occurrence involves an l-frame in the mentioned one video data stream, 
continuing to monitor the other video data stream to detect therein the first next occurrence of an i- 
frame, and on that detection taking place, switching to and selecting that other video data stream to 
be the source for a viewable output stream, and then ending the monitoring and selecting process. 

Burns is also silent regarding the specific feature of disclosing streams with 
differing spatial resolutions. 
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Hackenberg teaches a method wherein designated l-frames exist relating to 
spacings (i.e. only l-frames or I, P, and B frames) relating to access latencies (only I- 
frames lowers latency and visa versa) (paragraph [0011]). 

Hackenberg also teaches I frames designated with high priority associated with 
them (paragraph [0043]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided transmission of only l-frames as taught 
by Hackenberg to the system of Burns to keep the latency to a reasonable (low) range 
(paragraph [0011]). 

Loveman teaches the specific feature of disclosing streams with differing spatial 
resolutions (paragraph [0038]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided differing spatial resolution as taught by 
Loveman to the system of Burns, Hakenberg, to provide compressed version of the data 
(paragraph [0013]). 

Lin teaches a method wherein 

• seeking access to the received video data (multiple formats of data) (paragraph [0049]); 

• in relation to said seeking, monitoring the two, associated video data streams to detect the first 
occurrence in either stream of a marker frame (priority data) (paragraph [0049]), 

• on detecting such an occurrence, selecting the associated data stream (stream with highest priority) 
to be the source for a viewable output stream (viewable by access device) (paragraph [0049]); and 

• if the first detected occurrence involves a marker frame (priority data denoting time-sensitive data) in 
the mentioned other video data stream, ending the monitoring and selecting process. If the first 
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stream received is of the highest priority it will automatically pass it on to the reserved path (fig. 12; 
paragraph [0049]), but 

• if the first detected occurrence involves a marker frame in the mentioned one video data stream, 
continuing to monitor the other video data stream (for higher priority data) to detect therein the first 
next occurrence of a marker frame (high priority data), and on that detection taking place, switching to 
and selecting that other video data stream to be the source for a viewable output stream (reserving a 
channel for the data with the highest priority), and then ending the monitoring and selecting process 
(paragraphs [0049]-[0050]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have provided a transmission priority scheme for use 
with the marker frames of Lin to the l-frames of Hackenberg with the low-latency 
system communication system of Burns, because it allows certain types of video data 
(time sensitive, real-time) to be transmitted with suffering considerable delays 
(paragraph [0005]). 

Claim 5 is analyzed as an apparatus of claim 3. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 7/6/2010 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Claim 1 , Applicant argues that In particular, the combination of Krishnamurthy 
and Burns is improper in that Burns specifically teaches away from the single, shared, 
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communication channel of Krishnamurthy. Burns teaches a system and method for 
communication of information using channels of different latencies to reduce perceived 
communication delay [at least, column 1, lines 63-67 - column 2, lines 1-44]. Burns 
repeatedly teaches only multiple communication channels and the separation of 
information, to be transmitted, into first and second components based on at least one 
predetermined parameter correlated to perceived delay [at least, column 2, Iinesl2-19]. 
Krishnamurthy teaches a single, shared, communication channel over which two or 
more different video streams are concurrently transmitted [at least, ABSTRACT]. Burns 
teaches separation of information into two components and transmitting each 
component on an appropriate channel [at least, ABSTRACT]. Krishnamurthy teaches 
combining information from two separate sources and transmitting the combined 
information over a single channel [at least, column 4, lines 20-24]. These two 
references, Burns and Krishnamurthy, cannot be properly combined 
as they inherently teach away from each other. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). With regard to the references teaching away from each other the Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. Burns is relied upon for teaching two stream with differing 
access latencies and resolutions as show in the Office Action. Although, they are 
communicated on different channels, the specific feature of having two streams for use 
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with differing latencies is what is relied upon for teaching the cited limitation. 
Krishnamurthy is relied upon for teaching the communication channel for use with 
streams that are higher or lower bandwidth. Further, Loveman also teaches the use of 
streams with high and low bandwidth. Thus, the streams of different bandwidth or 
latency are analogous to stream for use in Krishnamurthy. 

Applicant further argues that the Examiner has failed to make a prima facie 
showing that the combination of Burns, Hakenberg, Krishnamurthy and Loveman 
teaches, or suggests, deriving, from a source data stream, two video data streams, 
wherein one of the two video data streams is associated with lower decoder access 
latency and [emphasis added] lower spatial resolution than the other video data stream. 
Specifically, the latency disclosed in Burns is the communication latency of a 
communication channel, not a decoder access latency. 

In response to Applicant's argument, Burns is relied upon for teaching multiple 
streams with differing latencies associated with the streams. However, as Applicant 
states, these latencies are not decoder access latencies. Krishnamurthy is relied upon 
for teaching specifically a decoder access latency in combination with Burns (col. 5-6, 
lines 35-16). The video compression feature teaches processing for different types of 
streams. This is interpreted as the decoder latency because latency and bandwidth are 
taken into account when the processing is performed. Subsequently, Loveman teaches 
differing spatial resolutions. 



Application/Control Number: 10/726,306 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2426 

Applicant further argues that Hakenberg does not teach or suggest derivation of 
two video data streams from a source data stream. The methods and systems disclosed 
in Hakenberg teach retransmission of data in response to data loss due to an unreliable 
communication channel. There is no teaching of deriving multiple data streams, from a 
source data stream, according to decoder access latency and spatial resolution. 

In response to Applicant's argument, Burns is relied upon for teaching the 
specific feature of "derivation of two data streams from a source data stream" as shown 
in the Office Action. Hakenberg is relied upon for teaching l-frame spacing. 

Applicant further argues that more widely separated l-frames in said other 
downstream-deliverable video." Hakenberg discloses retransmission of data in 
response to data loss due to an unreliable communication channel by retransmitting 
only the l-frames [at least, paragraph [0011]]. Furthermore, if Hakenberg teaches 
streams with no spacing between l-frames, then there is necessarily no teaching for 
different streams with different l-frame spacing, only streams with no spacing, and, 
hence, no teaching for different streams with differing decoder access latencies. There 
is no teaching or suggestion of different l-frame spacing in different data streams. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Hakenberg shows timer-based judgment 
to determine whether to add in extra frames to result in increase video quality. When 
extra frames are introduced l-frame spacing will be increased (p. 001 1). 
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Claim 3, Applicant argues that elements of claim 5 are not taught in the cited 
combination of art. Specifically, neither Burns, Hakenberg nor Loveman disclose 
monitoring data for l-frames. Lin teaches reserving channel path based on channel 
allocation priority data, and transmitting higher priority data and blocking lower priority 
data [at least, paragraphs [0049], [0050]]. Lin teaches sending channel allocation 
priority data in a payload addressed to a master switch [paragraph [0049]]. This 
address-directed transmission of priority data is not the same as monitoring two sources 
for an l-frame. In Lin, a signal is either transmitted or delayed based on a channel 
allocation priority assigned to the signal [at least, Fig. 12]. This does not teach 
monitoring for the occurrence of an l-frame and triggering a selection action depending 
on in which stream the l-frame is detected. Further, there is no teaching in Lin of 
terminating the monitoring when an l-frame in a higher access latency video data 
stream is received. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Reading the claimed limitations in the 
broadest sense, the data may be interpreted as time-sensitive marker frames. The 
data system determines the priority and adjusts or delays this transmission accordingly 
(paragraphs [0049]-[0050]). This action is interpreted as monitoring. Determining the 
priority based on the marker frames is essentially the same action as monitoring 
priority data and performing an action based on it. 

In response to Applicant's argument, as cited in claims one the specifics of 
monitoring the usage of l-frames in streams is relied upon at least by Burns, 
Hakenberg, Krishnamurthy. The remaining limitations cited in claim 5 deal with 
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monitoring an l-frame and performing various actions upon detection. Although, Lin 
does not teach the specific usage of l-frames, Lin does teach specific features 
monitoring for video streams of differing priorities and performing an action based upon 
it. Thus, the combination teaches the specific feature of monitoring with the usage of I- 
frame taught by at least Hakenberg. 

Applicant further argues that there is no teaching in the cited combination of art 
of setting a source for a viewable output stream based on the occurrence of l-frames. 
The Examiner argues that reserving a channel for the data with the highest priority 
teaches selecting a source for a viewable output stream. The applicant respectfully 
disagrees. Channel reservation is not analogous to source selection. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Selection of a channel, will indeed be 
displayed and output for viewing. The priority scheme will select a source which will 
then be output for display. 

Conclusion 

6. Claims 1-5 are rejected. 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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